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1. Introduction 

Mr. Dennis Schubbe began the meeting with some introductory remarks. The primary 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the organization of the OU15 Phase I RFL'RI 
Technical Memorandum Number I ( T W l )  and the coordination/resolutiori or' 
comments. Mr. Bill Fitch suggested that we consider a modified format for the rrport. 

2. Clean Closure Performance Standards 

Mr. Jeff Swanson identified two major issues related to OU15 Thl t l .  hlr. Suanso:i 
indicated that for purposes of addressing RCRA concerns each IHSS must iiitxt t!ie Lie:,:: 
closure standard. Mr. Swanson indicated that we are meeting clean closure pzrioriiians= 
standards and that the standards are different for treatment areas and drum storage areas. 
No RCRA listed wastes were revealed during the sampling of the chip roaster and the 
fume hood. Mr. Swanson suggested that the facility may want to explore releasing the 
hood for further use by writing a letter that explains how the clean closure standards 
have been met. Mr. Dave Maxwell stated that the radiation portion of the performance 
standard should be consistent with plant-wide radiation decontamination standards: 
however, plant-wide standards have not yet been defined. With regards to the hood for 
economic development, CERCLA does not have a concern'with reuse of the hood i i i  the 
same spot. Mr. Fitch asked that the issue of renegotiation of the IAG be left out or' rile 

discussion of  TMX1 and that we focus on the existing agreement and rules. 

Both the EPA and the DOE are conczrixd i v i t h  the outcorne of OU 15 being col~j;~::~:: 
with the RCRA Permit for RFP and tcononiic development. 
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The DOE clearly does not "ant the fume hood to get wrapped u p  in plant-uids :adi3tion 
standards, I t  is certified clean and can be clean closed. hlr. Fitch requested that a istxr 
be sent to the DOE stating that the fume hood is clean with respect to radiation. 

Mr. Swanson next defined the requirements to meet clean closure. The clean closure 
standard specified in the June 25, 1993 Permit will be applied to OU15 for consistency. 
This means that hazardous waste constituents must be below detection, that TC metals 
must be at or below unused rinsate concentrations, and that the rinsate can not exhibit 
a hazardous characteristic. It was noted that phthalates and metals were detected. 

In addition, we need true equipment blanks. Concentrations in the rinsates may be due 
to contamination from the equipment hoses. We should collect equipment blanks and 
compare our rinsate values with these blanks. We should eliminate any samples with 
concentrations that are comparable to those concentrations found in the blanks. These 
levels probably are not coming from the IHSS. Any sample that exceeds the equipment 
blank will be evaluated for likelihood of presence in the IHSS. Any sample that has 
constituents which were likely to be found at the IHSS will be evaluated further, and 
will be subject to verification sampling. 

Everyone in attendance agreed that we need a reasonable list of hazardous constituents. 
The Appendix VI11 list should be narrowed to be consistent with the OU15 Phase I 
RFI/RI Work Plan. We should check the Work Plan and see specifically whicn 
constituents weredefined. If a constituent on the Work Plan list is detected i n a  chisate 
sample, and the constituent is also on the Appendix VI11 list, then we must conduct 
additional evaluation. 

3. MSS vs. Pathway 

Mr. Schubbe questioned the accuracy of the regulatory scope and stated that the patlitcay 
should not be considered part of the IHSS. I t  was further stated that the infori1rarior; 
presented in TM#1 does not indicate that any contamination left the IHSS and tlieret'orz, 
we should not have to do any work outside the IHSS. 

Mr. Swanson stated that with regards to RCRA clean closure we need to focus urilb on 
the IHSS, and that the pathway issues belonged to CERCLA. Mr.  Maxwell replied that 
the pathway was a CERCLA issue, but that under RCRA, it  would be a iorrc'cii\e 
action requirement. 

It was agreed that the two stages of sampling data will be separated. 
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4. T h e  Beryllium Issue 

Everyone expressed concern for whether beryllium (Re) dust tvas entering the IHSS. 
Additionally, once the IHSSs have been cleaned, how will RFP prevent additional Be 
dust from entering the area? 

Mr. Fitch stated that other RFP sites were trying to meet the OSHA Threshold Limit 
Value for Be of 25 ug/m3. Since the facility is already operating under OSHA 
requirements, i t  should not be difficult to meet  this limit. We are not likely to exceed 
this value with any of our data points. Mr. Swanson indicated that Be is not a RCRX 
closure problem. Like radiation, Be falls under CERCLA. Again, Be at OU15 must 
be handled consistently with Be in other facilities across the RFP. 

Mr. Fitch further stated that the DOE was only cleaning up those parts of buildings 
where workers are likely (or actually) working. These areas ,are being cleaned based 
on the OSHA health and safety standards. 

5. Additional Characterization 

Mr. Swanson suggested that any areas remaining with detects in the rinsates be triple 
rinsed and resarnpled. 
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Mr. Peter Bierbaum stated that we should design our additional sampling to satisfy Data 
Quality Objectives (DQOs), namely statistical defensibility considerations. 

Mr. Swanson said it was not necessary to design a sampling program based 011 statistics, 
but  instead suggested that we make logical arguments for any constituents detected thzt 
might be present in background or equipment. hlr. Steven Seedier sug~2st2d *.$e i;s= 
the existing CERCLA guidelines for evaluating sample data. 

Mr. Maxwell wanted us to look at th?final data (after data validation) and maybe more 
detects could be eliminated based on the validation. 

6. CDH Comments 

hfr. Jeff Swanson provided the follou ing comments for consideration. 
comments from CDH are forthcoming. 

The forriial 

1 .  The results tables in Sec!ion 3.0 do not agree with the RFEDS data set. 
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3. 

4. 
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6. 

7.  

In our analyses for risk characterization, we looked o n l y  at :he ' ' - 7 . ' '  I .<.* 

samples. What about duplicates? We should provide our jii~tification Cor r;ot 
looking at any of the additional samples. 

Did we mect our DQOs? Did our data meet the QA/QC requirements from 
the Work Plan? 

Eliminate any references to a baseline risk assessment. We do not want to 
be held accountable to the assumptions, parameters, etc., which are implied 
when dealing with a baseline risk assessment. 

Check the decision tree. Does the screening level section really need to 
remain? 

Separate TM#1 from the baseline risk assessment. . 
There is no text discussing detection limits. We should provide discussion 
about the detection limits and show i f  they are in agreement wi th  Lvhat is in  
the Work Plan. 

Mr. Maxwell suggested that it may be worth considering application of the debris rule :rcatrrsi: 
standards to certain clean closure situations as previously proposed by Mr.  Bierbaum. ltr 
Bierbaum then summarize3 the concept. - - L  

In conclusion, it was restated that we need to remain consistent wi th  the RCRX Pe::~,i: .:::d 
economic development. 


